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The report. describes the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS),

an instrument designed to measure the following classes of variables:
(1) objective job characteristics, particularly the degree to which
jobs are designed so that they enhance work motivation and job
satisfaction; (2) personnel affective reactions of individuals to
their jobs and work setting; (3) the readiness of individuals to
respond positively to "enriched" jobs--jobs with high poteutial for
generating internal work motivation, Based on a specific theory of
how jobs affect employee motivation, the JDS is intended to: (1) _
diagnose existing jobs to determine if (and how) redesigning could
improve employee productivity and satisfaction; and (2) evaluate the
effect of Job changes on employees--whether the changes derive from
deliberate "job enrichment" projects or from naturally occurring
modifications of technology or work systems. The JDS has gone through
three cycles of revision and pre-testing. Reliability ard validity
"data are summarized for 658 employees in 62 different jobs in seven
organizations who have responded to the rovised instrument. Two
supplementary instruments are also described: (1) a rating form for
assessing "target" jobs; and (2) a short form of the JDS. 311
instruments and scoring keys are appended. (Ruthor/MW)
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Abstract

?

This report describes the Job Nacnostic Survey (JDS), an instrument
designed to measure the followine three classes of variables:

1. The objective characteristics of jobs, particularly
the de~ree to hich jobs are desirned so that they enhance
the internal work motivation and the job satisfaction of
people who do them.

2. The personal affective rcecactions of individuals to
their jobs and to the broader work setting.

3. The feadiness of individuals to respond positively
to 'enriched ' jobs--i.e., jobs wihlch have hich measured
potential for -penerating internal work motivation.

The JDS is based on a' specific theory of how johs affect euployee
motivation. It is intended for two general types of use: (a) for
diacrnosin~ exvistinz jobs to deteruine if (and how) they might be re-
designed to improve employee productivity and satisfaction; and (b) for
evaluating the effect of job changes on employees--whether t'ic changes
derive from deliberate "joh enrichment’' projects or from naturally-
occurring modificagipns of technology or work systems.

L 4
, The JDS has cone through three cycles of revision and pre-testing.
reliability and validity data are summarized for 658 employees on 62
different jobs:in seven organizations who have responded to the revised
instrument.

Two supplementary instruments also are described: (a) a rating
form for use by supervisors or outside observers in assessing "target”
jobs, and (b) a short form of the J95. All instruments aund scorine
keys are apnended. '




TI' JO7 DIAGOSTIC SURVEY: A" TiISTRUITMT FOR TR
DIAG'OSIS OF JOBS A''™D THE EVALUATIO ' OF JOR PELESIGH PROJECTS

J. Richard llackman and. Greg R. Oldham
Yale University . University of 1llinois

As both oreanizational productivity and employee alienation from work
become increasinsly problematic in contemporary Arerican soclety, more and
more organizations are turnine to the redesign of work as a stratery for
organizational change (cf., Navis & Taylor, 1972- ForA, 1969 'iaher, 1971).
Indeed, "job enrichrent''~-one particular qhange technique involving work
redesign--seems about to become something of a fad among organizational
consultants agd managers.

As yet, ﬁowever, a solid body of knowledpe angt the effects ofijob‘
enrichment has not emerged from behavioral science research. I!Meither are
there abundant data available about the relative effectiveness of various
strategies for implementing work redesign projec;s (Hulin & 3lood, 1968.
Porter Lauler & Hackman, 1975, Ch. 10).

There are a number of reasons for this unfortunate state of affairs,
Some of them have to do with the adequacy of existing theories about how
~ jobs afﬁect people others derive from methodological difficulties in
éarrying out job redesign experiments in on-goinn~ orpanizations. Yet per-
haps one of the most compelling explanations for the paucity of knowledce
about work redesign is also one of the most basic: namely, that our capa-
bility to measure (and thereby understand) what 1is poins on with what
effects when johs are changeé has teen very limited.

The present paper reports the development of a measurement tool which




may be helpful in filling this void in research and‘action vrojects in-
volvin~ the redesign of work. 'The instrument described here specifically
was desirned to be useful both in the diapnosis of the characteristics of

jobs priof to their redesipgn, and in research and evaluation activities

aimed at assessin~ the effects of redesiyned jobs on the employees who
verform them. -

'IL.is hoped that by incréasing our capability to diagnose the motiva-
tional potential of jobs before they'are changed, it will becone‘pdssible
for organizétional change acents to more wisely plan and carry out job
redesign projects. ‘toreover K the availability of a standardized instru-
ment for evaluating such projects should facilitate efforts by behavioral
scientists to understand how and‘why job enrichment works when it does
work--and what has gone wron? when it doesn’t.

Conceptual Dasis of the Instrument

Any measurinq device is based on some underlying theory of "what;s
important” regarding thn phenomena under consideration (even if such a
theory is implicit), and this instrument is no exception. The theory which
éave rise to the present instrument is based on earlier work by Turner &
Lawrence (1965) and by dackman & Lawler (1971). It 15 sketched briefly
below, to provide a context for understanding and interpreting the measures
génerated by the instrument. For a more detailed description and dis-

" cussion of the theory itself, see Yackman & dldhan (1974).

The basic theory is presented in Figure 1. 1t nroposes that positive
personal and work outcomes (hich internal motivation, high work satisfac-
tion hirh quality performance, and low absenteeism and turnover) are
obtained when three 'eritical psvcholosical states' are present (exper-

ienced meaningfulness of the wvork, experienced responsibility for the

outcomes of the worl:, and knowled-e of the results of the work activities).

'
i
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A1l three of the Critical Psychological States must be present for the
positive outcomes to be realized. @
The theory proposes that the three Critical Psthological States are
created by the prdsence of five "core" job dimensions. ‘Experienced
Meanincfulness of fthe "ork is enhanged primarily by three of the Core
Dimnensions: -S1:111 Variety, Tasl Iéentity, and Taslk Sienificance. ﬁxper-
tenced Responsibility for "lork Outcomes is increased vhen a job has high )
Autonomy.’ Knowledge of Mesults is increased when a job is high on Feed-
back. Followins thz theory diagrémmed in_Figure l, it is possible to
compute a score reflecting the overall "motivatine potential' of a job in

terms of the core job dimensions. This score (which is discussed in

detail by Fackman & Oldham, 1974) is computed as follows:

f‘.
- 3

Motivating oSkill 4 Task + Task 1— ) T’. -
Potential = Variety Identity Significanceé X‘AutonomyJX{FeedbACk ¢
Score (MPS) o 3 R SRR |

The theory is not expected to “work'" with equal effectivenes: for. all
individuals. 1In particular,_individuals who stronely value and desire
personal feelines of accomplishment and growth should respond very posi-
tively tc a job hizh in motivating potential, individuals who db not, value
personal erowth and accumplishment may find such a job anxiety-arousing
and may be uncomfortably "stretched by it. Therefore, crowth n%ed strennth
is shown in Ficure 1 as a moderator of the other relationships specified
by the theory.

Summary of Concepts 'easured by the Job Diapnostic Survey

The basic instrument described in this report 1s called the Job
Diagnostic Survey (JDS). It is taken by employees who work on any gilven

job, and provides measures of each of the concepts in the theory sketched

S
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above for thet job. In addition, the tnstrument provides several supple-
mentary measures of the respondent's reactions to his or her work. The

. - y ’
specific .measures obtained from the JDS are described below.

Job «<1lmensions. The JDS providg; measures of the five Core Dimensions

shown in Fioure 1, which are definéd-as follows:

5kill Variety. The derree to which a job requires a variety

of different activities in carrying out the work, which involve
the use of a number of different sliills and talents of th2
employee, '

Task Identity. The degree to which the job requires completion
of a "whole' and identifiable piece of work--i.e., doing a job
from beginning to end with a visible outccmne.

Tasl. Si~nificance. The derree to which the job has a substantial
. impact on the lives or work of other people--whether in the im-
- medigte orcanization or in the external environment, ®

Autonomy. The degree to which the job-provides substantial
freedom, independence, and discretion of the employee in
scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to be’
used in carrying it out.

Feedback from the Job Itseclf. The decree to which carrying out
the work activities required by the job results in the employee
obtainine direct and clear information about the effectiveness
of his or her performance. ’

" In addition, measures.are obtained for two additional dimensions
which have been found to be helpful in understanding jobs and employee
reactipns to them. These are:

Feedback from Agents. The degree to vwhich the employee receives
clear information about his or her performance from supervisors
or from co~workers. (This dimension is not, strictly speaking, a
* characteristic of the job itself. It is included to provide
information to supplement that provided by the Feedback from the
Job Itseli dimension.) .

Dealing with Others. The desree to which the jobt requires the
employee to work closely with other people in carryins out the
work activities (including dealincs with other organization
members and with external orpanizational "clients,")

Crizical psycholonical states. The JDS provides measures of each of

the three psycholosical states which are shown in Figure 1 as mediating

9
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between the core job dimensions and the outcomes of the work. These are.

Experieﬁced Meaningfulness of the Work. The degree to which the
employee experiences the job as ome which is generally meaningful,
valuable,; and worthwhile.

/

Cxperienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes. The depree to vwhich
the enployee feels personally accountable and responsible for the
results of the work he or she does.

{nowledge of Results. The derree to which the employee knows and
-understands, on a continuous basis, how effectively he or she is
performing the job.

’
<

Affective réactioggth the job. The JDS provides measures of a
number of personal, affective reactiong or feelings a per§on“obtains from
performine the joL. These are viewed, in the context_of the theory in
Figure 1, as the "personal outcores' obtained from doing the work. (The

instrument does not measure actual work productivity or employee percep-
3 * . 7 I'4

tions of their productivity.)

General Satisfaction. An overall measure of the degree to which
the employee is satisfied and happy with the job.”

Internal ''ork'iotivation. The degree to which the employee is,
self-motivated to perform effectively on the job--i.e., the
employee experiences positive internal feelings when working
effectively on the job, and necative internal feelings when
doing poorly. .
Specific Satisfactions. A number of short scales which provide
separate measures of satisfaction with:
(a) job security /
“ (b) pay and other compensation "('. .
(c) peers and co-worlers (''social" satisfaction)
(d) supervision
(2) opportunities for pcroonal crowth and developnent
on the job ("growth" satisfaction) '

4
Individual pgrowth need strencth.- Finally, the JDS taps the strength

® ’ . . .

of the respoudent's desire to obtqin'”zrouth" satisfactions fron his or

her work, This measure is viewed as a malleable individual difference
characteristic vhicn, (as shown in T"iecure 1) is predicted to affect: how
positively an employee will respond to a job with objectively high

motivating potential. <

y
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Development of the Job Diagnostic Survey

Development Strateoy

those jobs.

of the questionnaire, by items written in two different formats. }Moreover,

The Jop Diagnostic Survey has its oripins in previous'methodologies
developed by Turner & Lawrence (1965) and by llackman & Lawler (1971).1

tany of the scales and items used by these researchers are fetained9 in

revised form >in the JDS.
The JDS 1itself has been und?f developmeﬁt and refinement for over two
years. The followinr étrategic considerations have guided its developmenﬁ:
" 1. Linking the instrument closely to a sbecific theory of work design
. , .
and vorlker moqi;étion (summarizZed in the precedins section)...The JDS
provides measures of all critical variables in the theory --as well as
measures of a few supplenéntary variables that are not included in the .
theory. As a consequence, the JDS probes theory-specified concepts 1n
consiaerable'depth--but sacrifices empirica; breadth in order to do so.
That is, the JNS.is not an instrument recomménded for a broad-based
diagrosis of emplovee attitudes at wotkf instead 1it. is usefullprimarily
for examining the characteristics of jobs per se and employee reactions to
2. Providing more than one methodological format for assegsing the

theory-specified variables. Given that the intent of the JDS is to pro-

vide a detailed and reliable assessment of jobs and reaciions to them, an

s . .

A
atteript.was made to measure each variable in morc than one way. Thus,

within the JDS itself, each variable is addressed in two different sections

an accompanyins instrurent (the Job Patin~ Form) was developed simultan-

eously with the JDS. and provides a means to obtain measures of the Core




Dimensione_fron indlviduals who do not themselves worl on the focal job
(e,g., supervisors or outside observers). The items on the Job Rating
Form exactly parallel those on the JDS, uhich permits direct compa;&sons

a2

between different views of the same job. | | - 'fl
'332 ‘laintaining a clear distinction between descriptions of the job ‘
per se and affective reactions to the job:. Considerable 2ffort was ex-

pended 1n developine item formats and wordings which would make as clear

as possible the differences between those items whichtask for descriptions

of tnv<ipb itself and those that tap employees' personal and affective
reactions to the job "The intent was to make the former as oljective as
T .
poésibleq'wbile allowing the full richness of employees'.experiences to
dominate the latter, ’

v

Ref;nement of the Instrument

The JDS has undercone three major revisions over the last two yeais.
In itslearious developmental forms, it has been taken by over 500 indi-
viduals ‘working 'on nore than 100 gifféfent jobs in about 15 different
_erganizations. ® -

Revisions'were based on beth'psychometric and substantive considere~
tiotus.” On the one hand, items.vere added, deleted, and revised i; format
to maximized scale reliabilities and the empirical diseriminat;on among-
.scales., At éhe same_time, however, tﬁe refinement analyses were used to‘
~ assess the conceptual validity of the theory on which the inetrument was
based~-and the data collected were u;ed-to revise and refine the theory
simultaneously with the imnrovement of the instrument itself. At each
iteration, the number and macnitude of the chan&es reqeired vere smaller,

and the final version of the instrument is not substantially dii{ferent

from the one immediately preceerding 1it.
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Sumary of Materials Available

Coﬁies of the following mqierials are appended t6 this report:

’l. The Job Diagnostic Surv;y. The basic instrument to be taken |
by individuals ﬁhose jobs (and whose reactions to tineir jobs) are of
fpcal_interest. Reproduced in Appendix A.

2. Scoripg Key for the JDS. A desc;iption-of'what items are scored
on vhat JDS scales. specifying the particular scoring conventions which |
are used. Appeudi: .

3. Short Form of the JDS. A brief version of the JDS, vhich takes
only about 10 minutes td completé. Some scales in the JDS are not in-
| cluded in the Short Form* others ére measured with fewer.items. The scales:
measuring the job dimensions themselves, however, are measured identically
as-in the JDS. The Short Form is especially useful as a follow-up instru-
ment .in lonpitudinal studies of work redesign. It can be given repeétedly
without creating excessiQe demands on the respondents; and the job .
dimension scores Ehemselves are directly comparable to those obtained
using the JDS. Appendix C. | |

4, Scoring Xey for the Sliort Form of the JDS. Appendix D.

5. Thevjob Rating Form. An instrument to be used by supervisors of
the focal job (or by outside observers) in ratins job characteristics.
Provides measures only of the joquimensions: none of the scales measuring
affective reactions to the job are included. 1o scoring key for the Job
Ratine Form is included, because the Form is scored identically with

Sections One and Two of the JDS and of the Short Form.. Appendix E.

Description of the Joh Diapnostic Survey

The J"S is described in general terms below, and 1s attached in

Appendix A.

. 13
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Job Dimensions

Sco;es on the séveu jot dimensions measured are obtained from igemsv
in Sections.OnéIand Two of the JDS.-OIn-Section One. a single item is pro-
vided for each job dimension, in the following format: |

1. llov much variety is there in your job? That is, to what

extent does the job require you to do many different things
at work, using a variety of your skills ard talents?’

lommmmmmeee 2o me e Je e e L s Semmmm— e b= mmem e 7
Very little the 4 Moderate Very much- the
jub requires me to v variety : job requires
do the same routine - me to do many
thines over and > different
over again, . . things, using
: a number of
different
skills and
talents.

Respondents circle the number which best raflects their assessment
of the amount of variety in their jobs. 1 ;
In Section Two, two items are provided for each of the seven job

dimensions, one of which 1is bhrased in direct or positive fe?ms,aand one
ci which is phrased in reversed or'negative form. Respondenfs are asked
to indicate how accurate vs, inaccurate each statement listed is in dé-
scribing the objective characteristics of the job. A seven-point scale‘is
used, ranging from 'Very Inaccurate' through "Uncertain" to 'Very Accur-

ate. A sample statement (in reversed format) for Skill Variety is:
1. The job is quite simple and repetitive.

Critical Psychological States

Scores for Txperienced Meanin~fulness of the Vork, Experienced
Responsibility for 'lorls Outcomes, and nowledge of Results are obtained
from Sections Three and Five of the JDS. In Section Three, respondents
indicate their agreement or disacreement with a number of statements about

their work experience. A seven-point scale is used, rancing from

14




) | . . li
"Disagree Strongly" through "Veutral" to "Agree Stronély." Sample state-
ments are given below,

For Fxperienced Neaningfulness of.the "Tork (feversed format): 4 ‘

1. Most of the things I have to do on this job seem useless

* or trivial.
. W

For Fxperienced Resvonsibility for !lork Qutcomes:

1. I feel I should personally take the credit. or blame
for the results of my work on this job.

For Knowledpe of fesults (reversed format) :

1. T often have trouble figuring out whether I'm doing
well or poorly on this- job.

In Section Five, a projective format is used, in which respondents

are asked to “think of other people in yeur.organization who holdifhe ;
same job as you do' and to indicate how accurate each of a number of
statements are in describinb the feelings of those other people about
the job The scale is the same seven-point Agree~Disagree scale used in
Section Three. The content of the items is very similar to those included
in Section Three, except that most items.are prefaced by a phrase such as
"Most people on this jobh. . . o A sample item (for Experienced !Meaning-
'fulness).is:

1. Most people on this job find the work very meaningéul.

In all, there are four items tapping Experienced 'eaningfulness of
the 'Jork (two ih’Section Three . and two in Section Five)- sik items for
Lxperienced Responsibility for Vork Outcomes (four in Section Three and
tuvo in Section Five): and four items for Knowledge of Results (two in
‘Section Three and two in Section Five)., Zight of the iteans are directly

stated; six of the items are 1in reversed format.

Affective eactions: General Satisfaction and Internal 'lork }otivation

General satisfaction and internal work motivation also are assessed




12
by items in Sections Three and Five: the items for these scales are inter-
mixed with those for the Critical Psychological States, described ébove.
;Tbere are five items tapping general sétisfactién (three in Section Three
and twvo in Sect;on Five) and six items for 1hternal work motivation (four
in SecFion Three and two in Section Five). Two of the peneral satisfaction
items and one of the iﬁternal motivation items are in reversed format.

A sample item_for géneral satisfaction (from Section Five, reversed
~ format) is:

1. People on this job often think of -quitting.

A sample item for internal work motivation (from Section Three,
direct format) is: . ﬂ

1. My opinion of myself goes up when I do this jobiweli.

Affective ReactiOns:KSpecific Satisfaction=s

scores fof five specific satisfaction sub~scales are obtained from
Section Four of the JDS. Subjects respond to the query '"llow satisfied are
you with this aspect of your job?" for each iteﬁ, using a seven-point
scale which ranges from "Extremely Dissatisfied" through "Meutral"‘to
"Extremely Satisfied." Sample items for each of the five sub-scales are
given below.

Job Security (two itens)

_. 1. How secure things look for me in the future in this
organization.

Pay and Compensation (two items)
—_ 1. The amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.
Social (three items)
1. The chance to get to know other people while on the job.
Supervision (three items)

1. The amount of support and guidance I receive from my
supervisor,

46




13

Growth (four items).

1. The amount of personal growth and development 1 get
in doing wy job.

Individual Growth Need Strength

A

The growth need strength of respondents is measured in Sections Six

and Seven of the JDS.

""lould 1iké” format. In Section Six, respondents are asked to indi-
cate ''the degree to which you would like to h;Ve each (of eleven conditions)
present in your job:”' Five of the items (e.g., '"Very friendly co-workensd)
are not relevant to individual growth needs, and are not scored. A sample
item is:

1. Chances to exercise independent thought and action in
ny job., ' '

All eleven of the items refer to generally positive or désirable
aspécts of the workplace. . To emphasize to the respondents that most items
~are seen as desirable to most people9 the seven-point response scale ranges
from "Jould like having this only a moderate amount--or less" through
"Would like having this very much" to "lould like having this extremely
wuch.”" To further reinforce the fact that these items are to be marked
differently from those encountered earlier in the instrument, the numerical

values on the r=aponse scale ranre frem 4 to 10, The item scores are trans-—

formed to a standard 1 to 7 scale prior to analysis by subtracting a

%

constant of 3.0 from each item.

Job choice format. Growth need strensth 1is measured in Section Seven

~of the JDS by asking respondents to indicate their relative preferences

for pairs of hypothetical jobs. A sample item 1is:

-y

; . q




JOB A

A job where you are
often required to make

1%

JOn B

A job with many
pleasant people to

important decisions. work with.

Jommm e e Qoo ek bl —————— fommmmm e 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slishtly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B

Respondénts circle the number which reflects their own relative
preference between the two jobs;? There aré 12 items (1.e.,-pairs of
hypothetical jobs) in the section. In each item a job with characteristics
relevant to growth need satisfaction is paired with a job which has the
potential for satisfying one of a variety of other needs. In half of the

"items (as in khe exanple aone) thg’choice 13 between Jobs which both
have positive characteristics' in half the choiée is between jobs which
both ;ave predoﬁinantly necative features (e.g., a job where there 1is a
real chance of bein~ laid off wvs. a job with little chance to do challeng-

ing work). The growth-relevant job 1s presented in half of the items as

“JOB A' and in half. as “JOC B." o

Biographical Informatign
Brief biographical data are obtained in Section Eight of the JDS,

including the sex, age, and highest level of education of the respondent.

Empirical Properties of the Job Diagnostic Survey

In general, the JDS has been found to have satisfactory psychometric
characteristics; and summary scores derived from the instrument have been
sho'm to have substantive.validity. The empirical findings on which these

conclusions are based are reported and”discussed below.2

Methodology

Sample. The results reported are based on data obtained from 658

employees worling on 62 different jobs in seven orcanizations. The jobs
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were highly heterugeneous, including blue collar, white collar, and

professional work. Both industrial and service orpanizations were included

‘in the sample, but all were bus’ness orcanizations. The organizations

were located in the east, southeast, and midwest, in both urban and rural
settings. The demographic characteristics of the respondents are summar-

{zed in Table 1.

Data collection procedure. -All data were collected on-site by one of

2

the authors or their associates.3 One to four days were spent by the re-
searchers at each organization collecting data.  §rocedura1 steps were
typically as follows:

1; The nature of the research was explained to second- or third-levei
management, and perrnission to administer the instrument wa; secured.
Manaéers vere informed thaF the r..oject had to do Qith ;hé refipement of

an instrument to diagnose jobs, and that it would involve collection of

~data from employees, from their supervisors, and from company records.

2. The JDS was administered to groups of employees (ranging from 3
to.25 at a tine). DBefore talking the questionnaire, employees were tola
about the nature and purposes of the research, and were given the option
of not participating. Few empioyees declined to compiete the question-
naire. It also was emphasized that all information thained would be held
in confidence, and that no one in the organization would have access to
individual responses. Employees were told that it was desirable to have
names on questionnaires for research purposes, but that this also was
voluntary. About 10 percent of the respondents declined to provide their
names.

3. Supervisors were asked to complete the Job Pating Form, which

measures the characteristics of the focal job as viewed by individuals
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Table 1

a

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

s

i Percent
SCX _
Male _ 386 59
Female . ) ' 272 41
AGE B _ |
Under 20 : ' ' 60 9
20-29 282 43
30-39 ' 175 27
40-49 ‘ 65 10
50-59 . ' 62 9
60 and over : : 12 2
EDUCATION .
Grade school ' 7 1
Some high school K 40 6 *
'High school degree 221 34
Some business college or technical school 76 12
Some college experience (other than business or 151 23
technical) :
Business college or technical school degree 22 3
College degree .90 14
Some graduate work \ 24 4
Master's or higher degree 26 4
LOCATION OF PLACE OF 'JORK .
Urban . . 355 54
‘Suburban ’ - 46 7 .
Rural ‘ 255 39
LOCATION OF RESIDENCE
- Urban SR 194 30
Suburban . ' ' . 2886 44
Rural 172 26
LOCATION OF CHILDHOOD !OME
Urban 207 32
Suburban : o217 33
Rural ' 230 35
(0
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vho do not wc.k on that job. These questionnaires were administered to
supervisors in groups r;nging in size from one. to ten. As was the case
for employees who worked on the target jobs, the nature and purposes of
the research were explained before the questionnaires were distributed, and
confidentially was assured.

. 4. The researchers completed a version of the Job Rating Form, after
having obse;ved the job for between one and two hours--providing a third
perspgctive on the objective characteriétics of the target job.

5. Members of ﬁanagement were asked to rate the work performance of
each respondent on (a) effort expended on the job, (b) work quality, and
(c) work quantity. Subsequently a sﬁmmary measure of rated work effec-

. tiveness was obtained by averaging these ratings across the three scales
and across the supervisors who rated each emplo&ee. |

" 6. Absence data were obtained from company records. These data
were recorded in terms of the number of days each employee in the sample
had been absent during~;bg'immediate1y preceding year.a

In some organizatiogg'aﬁd for some jobs it was not possible to obtain
all the data described above. Therefore, some of the results reported
below are based on that sub-set of the total sample for which complete
data are avallable for the variable(s) of interest.

Jns Scale'Reli-abilit:ies5

Table 2 presents the intérnal consistency reliabilities of each of |
the scales measured by the Job Diagnostic Survey.'6 Also included in the.
table for each scale is the median of the correlations between (a) the
items composing a given scale and (bi all of the other items which are
scored on different scales éf the same general type. These median corre-

lations (called in the table "off-diagonal' correlations) provide one




Table 2

RELIABILITIES OF THE JDS SCALES

Internal Median
’ _ Consistency Off-diaponal
JOP DIMENSIONS Reliability Correlation?
Skil]l Variety _ 71 .19
Task Identity L : .59 .12
Task Significance ~ ' .66 14
Autonomy .66 .19
Feedback from the Job Itself : .71 .19
. Feedback from Agents .78 .15

’

Dealing with Others .59 .15

PSYCHOLOGICAL STATEL

Experienced Meaningfulness of the, Work .74 .26
Experienced Responsibility for -the lork .72 : .23
“nowledge of Results .76 17

AFFECLIVE RESPONSES TO TilE JOB

Genefal»Satisfaction . B .76 o .25

Internal Vozk Motivation .75 T .25
Specific Satisfactions: .
Job Security - . b b
Pay : b b
Social o, .56 .23
Supervisory _ 79 .25

Growth , : - .84 ' .28

GROUTH NELED STRE!MGTII

R : W

‘““lould Like" Format , .88 . c
Job Choice Format » .71 c
Notes: :
The nedian off-diagonal correlation 13 the median correlation of the
items scored on a given scale with all of the items scored on differ-
ent scales of the same type. Thus, the median off-diagonal correla-
tion for skill variety (.19) 1s the median correlation of all items
measuring skill variety with all the items measuring the other six job
dimensions. . ' :
b. These scales were added to the JDS after the present data were
- collected, and no reliability data are yet available.
c. O0ff-diagonal correlations are not reported for these two scales, since

all items were desifned to tap the same construct. The scale rcores
obtained usine the 'would like'" format correlate .50 with the scale
scores obtained using the job choice format.
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reflection of the discriminant validity ofhthe‘items.
The internal consistency relinbilities range from 5 high of .88
(erowth need strength, in the "would like" format) to a low of .55
~("social" satisfaction). The median ofi- lagonal correlations range fron
.12 (taslk: identity) to .28 ("srowth" satisfaction). In general, the -y
results snegcest that both the internal consistency reliability of the
scales and the discriminant validity of the items are satisfactory.

{

Objectivity of the Job Dimensions

Assessments of the fécal jobs on the job dimensions were made not
only by employees ;ho'worked'on those 5obs, but by supervisors and
observers (the researchers) as well. This was done'to provide an indirect
test of the "objectivity" of employee ratings of the characteristics of
their own jobs. | | .

The relationships among the 5udgments made by eSplqyees,.supervisors,
andlogservers are shovn 1in Tab1e13. The ratings of each group (i.e.,
employees, supervifsors, observers) were averaged for each job, and‘then ' -
correlations were computed usinrc jobs as observatiéns. The median of the
correlations between employees and supervlsofs is .Sl'vbegyeen employees
and observers is .63° and bétween supervisors and observers 1is .46.

Al;hough in gene?al the ratings of the three sroups cénverge moder-
ately well, there are some job dimensions (e.g., Feedback from Agenté)'for
vhich the correLationé between two.of the groués are quite low. Moreover,
the gseneral level of the correlations is lower than those réported for
similar.job dimensions by llackman & Lawler (1971). |

It may be reasonably argued that when the intent is to predict or

. understand employee attitudes and behavior at work; employee ratinzs of

the job dimensions should be used-~since it 1s an employee’s own perceptions

<3
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of the objective job which 1s causal of his reactions to it. The data in

Txble 3 suggest, hovever, that employze descriptions of their jots, at

least for some job dimensions, - buo discrepant fro. the vicus,of other
observers. _Therefore; wvhen the present instruments are uséd for diagnostic
. g / . e
~or. evaluative research, it is recommended ,that ratings of job chaygcteris-

- ‘tics be obtained from at least two different sources--and that efforts be
_ }

made to understand the reasons for any major discrepancies which are

observed between then.

‘leans and Variances of the JDS Scales

Means and standard deviations of the JDS scale scores across all 638
)

respondents are presented.in Table 4. The table also siiovs Fhe mean jDS
scores across the 62 jobs in tﬁE/sample {i.e., the scores of respondents
who worked on each job were avéragéd,qana the mean sf these averéges Qas
computed across the 62 jobs fér-each scale.) The scale means obtained |
across all respondents are ‘very similar to those obtained vhen averages
were computgd across jobs. This indicates that the different numters-of
réépondeqts who held the yariousgjobs did not sugstantially\gfffsyfthe

©

‘mean scale scores. . - e
. . ’

fAlso reported in Table 4 are the results of one-way analyses of

variance whieb were computed'for each scale across 50 jobs which had five

} ‘ LN

or more respondents. As expected, between-job differences are statistically
significant for all of the DS scale scores. The data in the table show
that the'jDSJscales vary considerably both in the amount of between-job

¢
variance present, and in the amount of variance present amony respondents

Z/ within jobs. The F--ratios can be taken as rough indicators o
7z
;tivity of the scales to betwveen-jot differenges (at least for the se

| jobs in the present sample). It should be kept in mind, however, that




Table 3

OBSERVERS' JOB PATINGS
4
CORRFLATIOVS BRETITEN:

RELATIOUSHIPS AMONGJEMPEOYEES', SUPERVISORS' AN

3 "\* .
Employees "mployecs: Supervisors
, ' and ’ and. and
' C. Supervisors Observers ' Observers
JOn DIMTSION '
’ ' iV Skill Variety .64 - .66 T .89
Task Tdentity L 32 - L4b
Task Significance .48 .65 ~.14
Autonomy ' .58 .76 .72 /)
Feedback from the Job Itself .33 .58 47
Feedback from Agents .07 - -.13 .14
Dealing with Others ’ © .55 .61 : .37
liotivating Potential Score .36 .70 g1
Median J ’ .51 © .63 ' .46
)

Uote: Data are included only for those jobs for which more than ore set
of supervisory ratings were available.. Ns ranged from 12 to 21 jobs.

/

N
O
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within-job variance (the }enominator of the F-ratio) is multiply-determined--
iand;ig pa{t qc;ermined by real differences in acfual'jogs within ormaniza-~
tional job catenrories. That is, some (unknown) amount of the Within—job
variance must be_éttributed to scale unreliability and to individual df%fer~
ences mong respondents. At the same time, some (also unknown) amount of
the same variance is explained by the fact that jobs often are individually
designel-~to take account of partiéulaq éhatacteristics of the people°who do
them, or because of the need for certain specialized activities to be per-
formed by some people Qithin-a niven job category. Therefore, the ratio of
the between- to the within-~job variance should be 1n£erpfeted with caution.
Means for a subset of the JDS scales frém an entirely different sample
are presented in Appendix F. These data, from Vanllaanen & Katz (1974),
show the mean JDS scores for a group of over 3000‘pub11c employees, broken
into eight Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)‘job categories,
In géne:al, the mean scores for the EFOC sample are higher than the mean
scores for the sample from business orpganizations reported in Table 4.

Pelationships Among the JDS Scales

3

Intercorrelations among the JDS scales are presented in Tables 5 and 6.
TheAcofrelétions in Table 5 were computed across all 658 respondents; in
Table 6, respondent scores were averaged for each job, and these mean scores
vere 1nterco£re1ated across the 62 jobs. |

In general, the patterns of intercorrelations in Tables 5 and.6 are
quite similar--althouch the 6vera11 level of relationship in thé analysis
across jobs is hicher than in the case for the aualysis across all 658
respondenfs. This is to be expected for a number of reasons, nut the least

of which is that the reliability of the JDS scores used in the analysis

“which used johs as observations, was undoubtedly higher than the reliability
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of the scores used in th; analysis across all 658 individualg-~~-simply
because the perceotions and reactions of all individuals who held a given
jéb vere averaged prior to computing correlations across jots.

The job dimensions themselves are moderately intercorrelated, as has
been found previously (Hackman & Lawier, 1971). Again, this is to be ex-
~ pected if.it 1s assumed that "good" jobs often are éood in a number of ways
--and ''bad" jobs often are generally bad. There is no a priori reason to
expect that the job diﬁensions would or shbuld be comrpletely independent,
and a noderatc level of intercorrclation arong then does not del:acﬁ from
their usefulnéss as separate job dimensions--so long as the fact of their
non—ihdependence is recocnized and accounted for iﬁ interpreting the scores
of jobs on a given job dimension.

In the énalysis across respondeqts, the‘job dimensions. psychological
states, and affective react;ons are generally independent of the two
measures of growth need strength (the median intercorrelation is .;1).
These relationships are substantially higher in t@p correlations compu‘ed
acrosc jobs--which may reflect the erergence of a congruence between the
needs of individuals and the psychological make-up of jobs as people arrive
to wo;k on the job, leave, and are changed by the‘work they do.

SuhstantiQe Validity of the JDS

The substantive validity of the instrument is addressed in detail in a
separate report (llackman & Oldham, 1974). In general, that report shows
that the variables measured by the JDS relate to one another (and to ex-
ternal criterion variables) aenerally as pre@icted by the theory on which
the instrument is'based. In particular, the job dimensions (and the
eMotivating Potential Score) relate positively and often substantially to:

(1) the other variables !easured by the JDS which are predicted to be
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affected by the job characteristics, including the three critical psycholog-
ical states, pgeneral satisfaction, crowth satisfaction, and inte;nal vork.'
motivation (cf. Tables 5 and 6). |

(2) behavioral measures of absenteeism and supervisory ratings of work
performance effectiveness.

In additicn, and also as predicted by the tiieory, the relationships
between the job dimensions and the dependent measures (including the
behavioral measures) are stronper for individuals with high growth need
strength thgn they are for individuals who are not stroﬁgly desirous of
growth satigfactions. All of these-relatiqhships are.explored in more
‘detaii in the separate report referenced above.

Summary

Data reported or summarized in thig section show that the Job Diagnos-
tic Survey has satisfactory psychémetric characteristics, and that the
variagies it taps relate generally as predicted.fq'éppropriate‘éxternal
criteria. Internal consistency reliabilities are generally satisfactory,
and the items which compose‘the scales show adequate discriminant validity.
Ratings of job characteristics by employees, supervisors, and outside onb-
servers show a moderate level of convermence for most of the job dimensions:
it is recommended that fatings of job dimensions be obtained from more than
oﬁe source in .applications of the instrument to permit the degree of con-
verpence 1In each particular situation to be checked. Variances of the
scales are generally satisfactory, although some JDS scales show greater
sensitivity'to between-job differences than do others. Relationships
among the JDS scales are generally positive, indicating that either the
concepts tapped by the instrument or the methodologies used to gauge these

'concepts (or both) are not completely independent. In general, the

31
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relationships among the JDS scales (and between these scales and behavior-
ally-based dependent variables) are substantial and in the directicn

predicted by the theory on which the instrument is based.

THE JOD RATING FORM

‘The Job-Rgting Form is alcompanion insﬁrument to the qDS, designed for
use in obtaining assessments of jobs on the job dimensions by supervisors
.or.oucside observers who do not work on the ilob. "Excebt for the instruc-
tions and minor revwordinps of the item stems (e.g., changing "yoqr job" to
'"the.job“) the Job Ratin~ Form 1s identical to Sections One and Two of the
L'JDS. As previously discussed, this pe;mits direct quantitative compariscns
to be made between assessments made of 3ob characteristics by the peoplg
vho do the job, by their supervisors, and by outside observers. |

Means, standard deviations, and scale intercorrelations for the 3ob
Rating Form are presented in Table 7, separately for respondents who were
in supervisory poéitions Qis—a-vis the job rated, and for outside observers
(typically the researchers from.Yale). Tbe five core-joﬁ dimgnsions are
most highly intercorrelated for the observefs, next most for supervisors,
and least moét for the employees themselves (see Tables 5 and 6). This
sugcests that the "closer" one is to the job, the better able one is to
differentiate amons the different job dimensions--which provides another
reason for attending most closely to employee ratingg of their own‘jobs
ﬁin any diacnostic use of the JDS.

An énalysis of variance comparing the mean job dimension scores for
employees, supervisors, and observeré is presepted in Table 8. 'Statis-
tically significant mean differencés are obtained for all job dimensions

except Skill Variety and Feedback from the Job Itself. Typically supervisory
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_Table 7

MNOAMS, STANDARD DEVIATIOMS, AMD IMNTEPCORRELATIONS
OF JOB DIMF:ISIONS FROM THE JOBJRATING FORM

JOB DIMEMSINMNS

Skill Variety
Taslt Identity
Task Significance
Autonony

Feedback from
the Job Itself-

Feedback from Agents

7 Dealing with Cthers

(5, T - S I M

o

tlotivating Potential
Score (MPS)

Skill Variety
Task Identity
Task Significance
Autonomy

Feedback from
the Job 1tself

Feedback from Agents
Dealing with Others

Motivatinp Potential
Score (MPS)

DATA FROM SUPERVISORS

MEAN  S.D.
4,45 1.50
4.92 1.35
6,07 0.75
4.70 1.31
5,15 1.12
5.13  0.95
5.14 1.23
134, 66.61

46

DATA FROM OBSERVERS

S 412 1.7¢
4.27  1.52
4.56 1.27
3.84 1.91
5,12 1.29
3.44  1.52
4.19 1.79
100 .78.24

38

.27
.52

71

718
.62
.81

.17

'30
.49

.83

29

INTERCORRELATIONS

2 3

.15
.43
.59

.02
.00

.26-.13
.18 .07
.66 .14

'63

.80 .58

.32
«53

.33
.45
.65

.17‘.’

4

.58

.32
.65

.33

.25
A4
.93

.23

5 6 7 8

| e

.03

.26 .52

Note.~~""hen more than one supervisory or observer rating was obtained for a

job, they were averated for that job prior to analysis.

> .37 for supervisors and > .39 for observers are significant at the

.01 level (two-tailed).

Correlations




* Table 8

COMPARISOM OF MEAN JOB DIMENSION SCORES
FOR EMPLOYEES, SUPERVISORS, AND OBSERVERS

JOL DIMEIISION

Skill Variety
Task Identity
Task Sisgnificance
" Autonomy

Feedbacl. from the
Job Itself

" Feedback from Agents
Dealing with Others

Motivating Potential
Score (MPS)

Lo

N

f =2, 143

l

Employees Supervisors Observers

4.47
4.87
5.55
4.75

4.96

3.87

5.27

121

62

MEANS

4.46
4.92
6.07
4.70

5.15

5.13
5.15

134

46

4,12

4.27

4.56

3.84

5.12

3.44
4.19

100

38

28.92
9.62

3.17

001

.001

«98
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ratings are highest.and obseryer ratings are lowest of the three; as might -
be expected, supervisors are especially'high in comparison to the”other two
groups for the dimengions Task’ Significance and Feedbac!: from Agents.

¢ . S
Discussion -

Diagnostic Use of the JDS

Ong of the major intended uses of the JDS is\in diagnosi&g existing
jobs as an input to planned job redesign. In the par;graphs to follow, a
set of action steps is presented that eme might foliow in carrying out a -
job diaﬁnosis using the instrument. At each step a queétion is posed, and.
the usefulness of JDS scores in responding to the queétion is explored.

Step 1. Are motivation and satisfaction really problematic? Sometimes

orgaqizations undertake job enrichment or work redesign to improve the work
motivation and satisfaction of employees vien in fact the real ‘problem with
work performance lieg elsewhere--for example, in an error-prone cogputer,

in a poorly designed production system, and sd on., It is important, there-
fore, to examine the scores of employees on the motivation and satisfaction
~portions of the JDS as the first step in a job diagnosis. If motivation

and satisfaction are probiematic (and are accumpanied by a;cumented problems
in vork performance, absenteeisﬁ,‘dt turnover as revealed by independent
organizational indices), the change agent woﬁld continue to Step 2. If not,
he presumably should look to cher aspects of thé work situation to identify
and understand the reasons for the problem wvhich gave rise to the diagnostic
activity.

Step 2. 1Is thei&pb low in motivating potential? To answer this =~

question, the change a~ent would examine the Motivatine Potential Score of

the target job, and compare it to the MPS scores of other jobs (and to the

; 35
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means reported in Table 4 and Appendix F) to determine whether or not the
job itself 1is a probable cause of the motivational problems documented-in
Step }. 1f the 3ob turné out to be low ph the MPS, he would continue to
Step 3- if it scores high, he would look for other reasons for the mqtivq-
tional difficulties (e.g., the pay plan, theqnature of supervigion, and

')f A
so on),

Step 3. "hat specific aspects of the job are causing the difficulty?

This step involves examinétion of the job on ééch of the five Core Job
Dimensions, to pinpoint the specific strengths and weaknesses of the job as
it currently exists. It is useful at this stage to construct a "profiie"
of the'ta;get job, to make visually apparent where improvements need to be
made. ' An illustrative profile for two jobs (one ‘''good" job and one job

/

‘Job "A" 18 an engineering maintenance job, and is high.on all of the

Core Dimensions: the MPS of this job is a very high 260;.-7 Job enrichment

needing improvement) is shown in Fizure 2.

tvould not be recommended for this job 1if emp}oyegf working on the job were
dnproductive and unhappy, the reasons are likely to have little to do with
the nature or design of the worl: itself. o

Job "BL", on the other hand, has many-gfob;ems.' This jog involves the
routine aﬁd repetitive processing of checks in the '"back room" of a bank.,
The MPS is 30, which is quite low--and indeed, would be even lower if it
were not for the moderately high Task Significance ofhthé job. (Task
Sirnificance is moderately hish because the people are handling large‘
amounts of other people's ﬁoney;-and therefore the quality of their ‘efforts
potentially have important consequences for their unseen "clients.") The
job provides tHe'i;dividualé with very little direct feedback about how

effectively they are doing it; the employees have little autonomy in how
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" they go about -doing the job and the job is moderately low in both Skill

Vaf&ety and in Task Identity.
< .
For Job B, then,, there is plenty of room for improvement--and many

3
N

avenues to exaqine in ' planning job changes. For still other jqbs, the
avénueslfnr change often turn ;ut to be considerably more specific: for
example, Feedback and Autonomy may be reasonably high, but one or more of
the Core Dimensions which contribute fo the experienced meaningfulness of
the job (i.e., Skill Variety, Task Identity, and Task Significance) may be
low. In such a case, attention would turn to ways to Increase the standing
of the job on these three latter dimenéions.

) |

.~ In conducting such a diagnosis, the researcher,probably would not wish
‘J’

to rely solely on theireports employees provide on the JDS of what the

objective characteristics of their jobs are. 1In addition, 1t would be
informative to use the Job ﬁa;ing Form to obtain assessments by supervisors
(and perhaps by outside observers as well) of'thg characteristics of the

focal job. Such data could serve at least two purposes: (a) it would pin~

:point what characteristics of the job (if any) are viewed differently by

differeﬁt groups of respondents-~thereby ‘focusing attention on particuiarly )
unclear_or'qtherwise troublesome aspects of the job: and (b) it would pro-
vide an indication of the overall degree of differential perceptions by
employees and their supervisors. These latter data could serve an import;

ant diagnostic function in their own right (repardless of the specific job

'dimensions on which disagreemént was noted), in that substantial disagree-

ment betveen employees and theilr supervisors could surgest that superior-

subordinate relationships might need consultative attention either prior

to or as an explicit part of any work re-design project.

Step 4. llov "ready' are the employees for change? Once it has been

a8
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documented that there 1s need for improvement in the focal job--and the

particularly troublesome aspects of the job have been identified--then it

is appropriate to begin planning the specific action steps which willhbe

A

taken to enrich the job (Ff., Hackman, Oldham, Janson & Purdy, 1974). An
import;ﬁt factor in such plannine is deternining the growth neea strength
of the employees, since employees high on growth needs usually respond ﬁore
readily to job enrichment than do employees with iittle need for grobth}
The meaéure of employee prowth need strength provided by thg JDS'can bé
helpful in identifying thch emﬁloyees should be among the first to have
jobs changed (i.e., those with-high ecrowth need strengfh), and how such ‘
chances should be introduced (i.e., perhaps with more<;;;tion for indi-

viduals'with lov growth.need strength).

Step 5. 'hat special problems and opportunities \are present in the

existing work system? Finally, before undertaking actua job changes,

attention should be given to any,partiéuiar roadblocks which may'ex;st in
the organizational‘unit as it currently exists--and to any speciél oppor-~
tunities which ﬁay be built upon 'in the change bFogram. Many of these
' factors will be idiosyncratic to the system, and egsily identifiable by °
those reSponsible for guiding the change.

Some other factors, perhaps less readily noticeable, are tapped‘by.the'
JDS. In particular, the cHange agent might examine the current level of

satisfaction of employees with various aspects of their organizational life.

1f, for example, measured satisfaction with pay, job security, and super-
‘ <

vision all are very low, the difficulty of initiatin~ and developing a

successful job redesign project is likely to be very high--since strong

existine dissatisfactions may be accompanied by mistrust of the change and

resistance to it. If, on the other hand, satisfaction with‘supervision is

39




36

very high, the change agent might wish to considér building an especially
central role for-supervision in the initiatiop and management of the change ’
process. |

Other ‘examples cbula be given.;s vell. The point 1§-sigp1y that the
supplementary measufes provided by fhe JNS (eSpecialiy fhose A;ving to dsJ
with'qspects of empioyee satisfactioq) may‘be helpful in alerting change
agents to special problems and dppbrtunitie; wpicg desetve expiicit recognif
tion and attention as part of the diagnosis of an existing work system,

°

Cautions in the Use of the Job Diasnostic Sq;véy

Listed below are a number of issues which, if not recognized, could

impair'the“Validity and the usefulness of the JDS in some applications.

These include:

©

1. " Respondents to the JDS must be moderately. literate. Use of the

JDS 1s not recommended for individuals with -an eighth grade education or -

"less, or with individuals who do. not read English well. Usually it 1is

possible to identify individuals who have had trouble understanding the

instrument by leafing_ihrough thé completed questionnaire: numerous:skipped

, _items" (or pages) or pages on which ali blanks are filled in with the same

number usually-indicate difficulty in comprehending the instrument.

2. The instrument is readily fakable; and probably should not be

used for selection or placement purposes--unless an extraordinarily high

‘level of trust exists between the employee ¢nd the managers who will be

dsing the results. Indeed, even when the JDS is used to diagnose a work

* gystem prior to change (or to assess the effects of chanpges which have been

made) ‘care should be taken to ensure that employees believe that tﬁeir own
interests will be best served if the data they provide accurateli refléct

the objective‘characteristics of .the jobs and their personal reactions to
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them. Y,

3. Related to theaabove, it probably is preferable for eﬁployees to‘”
talke the JDS under conditions of_anonymit;. lhile the research reported in
this paper requ}red the liéting of names (and names were voluntarily
suppligd by nearly all of the respondents), the instrud@né was administere&
by a university-affiliated person énd it was explicitly explained to the
respotidents that the primary use of their answérs was for:;esearch purposes.
. 'Then thelinstrument is administered by.members'of organizational managemént
For use by manacement, anonymity surely will be important for at least some
of thé respondents. C ‘ _ ' : ,

4. The instrument is not recommended for use in diagnosing tﬁe‘jobs
of sincle individuals. Anonymity, of course, is impossible if the indi-
vidual knows thst it is his or her own individual job that is being
diagnosed. 'But the issue extends beyond that. In developing the JDS,
the intent was teo develob scales composed of items with rather heterogeneous
content~--to maximize the substantive “richness" of each measure. This was
accomplished ét some cost to internal consistency reliability. The relia-
bilities are more tﬁaﬂ'satisfactory when the instrument is used to obtain
average ‘scores of a grﬁup of five or more individuals who work on a ziven
job. 1In such circ;ﬁstances, the estimated internal consistency of each
JDS scalé wouid exceed .85 for the average of the group of individuals who
hold the job. TFor data collected from a sincle individual, the reliabili- tu
ties would be as shown in Table 2--which may not be hirh enough tojwarrant
job chanses (or other action steps) on the basis of individual scale scores.
(An exceﬁfion of th%s state of.affairs is the measure“of individual ~rowth

need strength. This scale is designed to be a measure of an individual -

_characteristic, and was céhstructed so as to be a highly reliable indicator




33

¢

of individual needs.)

5. Normative data are still being accumulated on tﬂe JDS scales. At
this writing, several thousand respondenis. have taken one or another of the
pteliminary‘versions'of the JDS. Yet because the .instrument itself has been
modifled on the basis of those responses; a stable normative base has not
yet been-established. Thesscale écores reported»in Table 4 and Appendix F

clearly can be used to make gonparisons with scores obtained in other uses

of the instrument, [Dut the populations from which these data were obtained

were not selected systematically enough for the data to be used to generate
formal norms (i.e., in computing sténdard scores and a scal? of pgrcentiles
for the JDS measures). As additional data are accumulated from uses of the
kinal version of the JDS, more complete normative information will be pro-

vided.

¢
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Footnotes

1, Turner & Lajgence (1965) developed operational measures of six 'tack
c

attrihbutes" which ware predictcd to be positively related to worker satis-
factlon end attemdance: (2) veriety, (b) required interactionm, (¢c) auvtonomy,
(1) ovntional interaction, (e) lknowledge end skill required, and (f) rcspon-
8ib1lity, Hackman & Lawler (1971) ‘revised and refined portions ci the Turner
and lawrevce procedures, and added a number of attitudinal, motivationel,

and individual difference measures. The instrument uszed by Hackman and
Lavler tapped tie followirg six job dimensions: (a2) variety, (b) autonomy,
(c) task identity, (d) feedback, (e) friendship opporiunicies, and

(f) dealing with others. : ' “

2. A final, "fine~tuning”" revision of the JDS was made after the Jata re-
ported here were collected. Thercfore, some of the resnlts repocted may be
slightly discrepant from those whi:h would be obtained using the instrument
in 1ts flnal form (l.e., as reproduced in Appendix A). Whea there is any
temson to believa that empirlcal results might ba substantlally affected by
a chauge which has been mede, notation of that possibility is made on the
data table.

3. The authors express their great appreciation to members of the Roy W.
"alters Assocjates consulting firm for their assistance in gaining access
tn the organjzations, and to Kemaeth [rousseau, Daniel Feldman, and l3iada
Frank for assistance in administering the instrument and analyziag the data. -

4. 1t vould have been precferable to have coded the data as the number -of
occasions of ahsence--to compensatae for circumstances vhen an emplcyez was,
absent for a lergz number of days beczuse of a single serious illness (or
other personal hergency). Unfortunately, the records of some organizatigps%
wver: arranged - so that this was not f2anible; therefore, to preserve con-
sietency across organizations, all data were coded in terms of the total
nurber of days of ahsence. :

5. The term "scale" is used loosely throughout the remainder of this re-
port to refer to the summary score obtained for each veriable measured by
the JDS. These scores are obtained by averaging the items relevant to each
variable (as specified in the JDS Scoring Key): they cre not formal "scales"
in the technical sense cf the term.

6. Reliabilitiea were computed by obtaining the medfan {nter-iten correla-
tion for all items which are scored on each scale, znd then adjusting the
median by Spearman-Brovm procedures to obtain an estimate of the reliability
of the summary scale score. :

7. MPS scores can range from 1 to 343; the average (see Table 4) is about
125,

8. One organizetion is uring the inetruments for this purpose with special
thorrughness. Beth emplovees and ecupervlsors are descrihing tioeir own jobs
on the J03; and to*h groupa also ere duscribing the job of the other group
using tne Job Rating Form. Thus, data wili be available for both groups
ghowiog (a) how group members sce their own Jobe, and (b) how the other
nrour ceen thelr jous. These data will be used to initiate diccussions
aimesd at improving both the designs of the supervisory and employee jobs,
and the overall quality of supervisor-subordinate relationships.

13
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, | JOB DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY ’
This questilonnaire was developed as part of a Yale -
Univeraity study of ﬂ:hq and how people react to them. ’
The questiounaire helps to determine how jobs can be -

better designed, by obtaining information about how
people react to different kinds of jobs.

o -

On the following pages you will find several different kinds of question;
about your job. Sepcific instructions are given at the start of each
section. Please read them carefully. It should take no more than 25
minutes tu complete the entire questionnaire. Please move through it
quickly.
\] ‘ . ‘
The queations are designed to obtain ! perceptions »
of your job and your reactions to it.

'There are no "trick' questions. Your individual anawers will be kept

completely confidential. Please answer each item as honestly and frankly as
possible. '

Thank you for your cooperation.

Ve

For mcre information about this questionnaire and its use, please comtact:

Prof. J. Richard Hackman OR Prof. Greg R. Oldhanm

Department of Administrative Sciencer Department of Business Administration
‘ Yale University University of Illinois

New Haven, Connecticut 06520 Urbana, Illinois 61801

1
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SECTION ONE

. T.ls part of the questionnalre asks you to
lescribe your job, as objectively as you can.

Please do pot uec this part of the questiomnnaire to show how much you like
or dislike your job., «uestions about that will come later. Instead, try to
'+ make youv descrintions as accurate and as ohjective as you possibﬁy can, >

u

A sampie quastlor is piven balew.

A. To what exteut does your job require you to work with mechanical

‘equipment?

P y J——  P— PR  F—— {Em\ -------- 7
Very little; the Moderately w Very much; the job
job requires almost : ) requires almost
no contact with N . . constant work with

mechanical equip~ mechanical equipment.
ment of any kind. ' : _ )

You are to circie the number whien ie. the most accursate description of your job.

1f, for example, your job requires you to work

with mechanical equipnent a good deal of the time-~.
but also requires soma naperwork--you might circle
cthe number 8ix, as was done 1n the example above.

’,

If you do not understand thes: instructions, please ask for
assistance. If vou do underrtand them, turn the page and begin.




1. To what extent does your job require you to work closely with other people
(either 'clients, or people in related jobs in your own organization)?

P R . S A T— S 7

Very little; deal- - Moderately: Very much; deal-
ing with other some dealing ing ‘with other
people is not at with others is people is an

all necessary in

" necessary. abselutely
doing the job.

essential and
cruclal part of
doing the job,

2. How tuch autonomy is there in your job? That.is, to what extent does your
job permit you to decide on your own how to go about doing the work?

1o Y Jemmim e L R R 7
, very little; the \ .Moderate autonomy; Very much; the
job gives me almost ' many things are - job gilves me
no-peisonal 'say" ) 'standardized,and - almost complete
. about how and when not under my contrel, responsibility
the work is done. but I ¢an make some for deciding how
' ’ decisions about the and when the work
vork, ' is done.

3. To what extent does your job involve doing a ''whole' and identifiable piece
of work? That is, is the job a complete piece of work that has an obvious
beginning and end? Or is it only a small part of the overall piece of
work, which is finished by other people or by automatic machines?

: 1 F Tk EESR—— e R L 7

My job is only a My job is a My job involves
tiny part of the moderate~sized . . . doing the whole
overall piece of -: : “"chunk" of the plece of work,
work; the results of overall piece of from start to
my activities cannot work: my own finish; the ..
be seen in the final contribution can be results of my
product or service. : seen in the final activities are

" outcome. easily seen in

the final product
or service. ‘

4. How much variety is there in your job? That {s, to what extent does the
job require you ‘to do many different things at work, using a variety of
your skills and talents? , ‘

J R e K L el T T 7
Very little* the . Moderate Very muchj the
job requires me to variety job requires me .
do the same routine to do many
" things over and , : : different things, -
over again. using a number
of different
skills and

48 tdlents.




5. In general, how significant or important is your job?

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

That is, are the

results of your work likely to significantly affect the lives or well-being

of other people?

lommmmmem y [ g [ S .  T—— Gmmmm e 7

Not very significant:
the outcomes of my work
are not likely to have
important effects on
other people.

6. To what extent do managers or

Moderately
significant,

[<4

Highly signif=
icant: the
outcomes of my
work cau affect
other people in
very important
ways. '

co-workers le¢t you know how well you are

doing on your job?

[ 7 IO, T [ A— T—— [ S— 7

Very little; puople
almost never let me
- know how well I am
doing,

¢

Moderately

‘sometimes people

nay give me .feed-
back:*
they may not.

o

other times

Very much;
managers or co-
workers provide
me with almost
constant ''feed-
back'' about how

~well I am doing.

7. To whac extent does doing the job itself provide you with information about

your work performance?

That is, does the actual work itself provide clues

about how well you are doing--aside from any “feedback” co-workers or
supervisors may provide?

(ST y S— ;PR (. R [ —— 7

Very little: the

job itself is set . =
up so I could work
forever without
finding out how

well I am doing.

&

Moderately: some-
times doing the
job provides
'feedback . to me;
sometimes it does
not.,

Very much; the
job 1s set up so
that I get almost
constant "feed-
back'" as I work
abcut how well I

am doing. {FJ
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SECTION 'TWO

L

Listed below are a number of statements which could be uweed to describe a job.

You are to indicate whether each statement is an
accurate or an inaccurate description of your ‘ob,

Once again,,.please try to be as objective as you can in deciding
how accurately each statement describes your job--regardlesc of
whether you like or dislike your job.

Write a number in the blank beside ecach statement, based on the following scale:

How gccurate is the statement in describing your job?

1 2 3 4 s T 6 7
Very Mostly Slightly Uncertain Slightly Mostly Very
Inaccurate Inaccurate Tnaccurate Accurate Accurate Accurate .
1. The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills.
_ 2. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other people.
3. The job 1s arranged so that I do not have the chance to do an entire piece
of work from beginning to end.
4. Just doing the work required by the job provides many chances for me to
figure out how well I am doing.
5. The job 1s quite simple and repetitive.
6. The job can be done adequateiy by a person Horking alone--without talking
or checking vith other people.
7. The supervisors and co-workers on this job almost never give me any "feedback"
about how well 1 am doing #n my work.
8. This job 18 one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well the
work gets done.
9. The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in
carrying out the work.
10.'Supervisora often let me know how well they thinkv} am performing the job.
11. The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pleces of work I begin.
12, The job itself pcovides very few clues about whether or not I am performing
"owell,
13, 7% Joh gives e conalderatl= npportunity for independence and freedom in
how, i do the wor:, :
14, The job {tself is nut very significant or important in th~ broader .scheme

of things.
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SECTION THREE

ST

Now please indicate how you personally feal about your job. ’

Each of the statements below is something that a person might say about his
or her job. You are to indicate your own, personal feelings about your job
by marking hew much you agree with each of the statements. ‘

Wiite a number in the blank for each statement, based on this scale:

~How much do you apree with the statement?

e
<

1 2, i 4 5 0 7
Disagree  ULlsagree Disakree Neutral  Agree Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly : Slightly Strongly

1. It's hard, on this job, for me to carae very much about whether or not the
work gets dene right,

2. My opinion of myseif goes up when I do this job well.

3. GenerallyAspeaking,AI am vefy gatisfied with this job.

4. Most of the things I have to do on this job seem useless or trivial.

5. 1 usually know vhether or not my work is satisfactory on this‘job.

6. 1 feel a greac sense of.peraonal satisfaction when I do this job well.

7. The work 1'do &on this job is Qery meaningful to me.’

8. 1 feel a very high degree of personal résponeibility for the work I do on
this job. . .

9. I frequently think of quitting this job. 0 \

———————

10. T r=221 bad and unhappy when I discover that I have performed popfly on this
job.

11. 1 5ften have trouble figuring out whether 1'm‘doing well or poorly on this
Job,

12. 1 feel I should personally take the credit or blame for the results of my
work on this job.

13, T am generally sgatisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.

——————

14. My own feelings penerally are nct affected much one way or the other by how
well I du on this job,

—————————

15. Whether or not- this job gets done right is clearly my responsibility.

o1



SECTIIN FOUR

Now please indicate how satisfied you are with each aspect of your job listed

below. Once again, write the. appropriate number in the blark beside each
statenent.

How satisfied are you with this aspect of your fob?

2 3 : 4 5 6 7
., Extremely Dissatisfied Slightly Neutral Slightly Satisfied Extremely
Dissatisfied 4 Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

1, The amount of job security I have.

2. The amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.

3. The amount of personal growth and developﬁent I get in doing my jop.

' 4 4, The people I talk to and work with on ny job.

5. The degree of respect and fair treatment I receive from my boss.

6. The feeling of worthwhile acconplishment I get from doing my 30b-

7. The chance to get to know oteef people while on the jobi.~

8. The amount cf support and guidance I receive from my supervisoi.

9. The degree to which T am fairly raid for what I contribute to this organization

]

N
~—_10. The amount of independent thought and action I can exercise in my job.

. 2 How'secure‘thinga look for me in the future in this organization.

' 12, The chance to help other people while at work.,

//// 13. The amount of challenge in my job,

14. The overall quality of the supervision 1 receive in my work.

est GoRt N MLRBLE

©




SECTION FIVE

‘differently about the same jcb.

Now please think eof the other people in your nrvanization
; who hold the same job you do. If no one has exactly the

game job as you, think of the job which is moat similar to
yours.

Y

" Please think about how accurately each of the statements describes the feal-
‘ings of those people about 'the job.

It 18 quite all right if your answers here are different from when you .
described your own reactions to the job. Often different people feel quite /

—— s

1. Most people‘on thi3 job feel a 3reat sense of personal aatisfaction when

s

Once again, write a number’in the blank for each statement based on

this scale:
x. ‘How much do you qg;ee‘yith the statemeq_l '
1 2 , 3 4 5 6 - . 7
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree - Agree
Strongly ' ' Slightly : Slightly Strongly

\

they do the job well,

2. Most people on this job are very sarisfied with the job.

3. Most people on this job feel that -the work is useless or trivial.

4. Most pecple on this job feel a great deal of personal teeponsibility

for the work they do.

5. Most people on this job hth\a pretty good idea of how well they are
performing their work. .

6. Most people on this jcb %ind the work very meaningful.

7. Most people on this job feel that whether 'or not the job gets done right
is clearly their own responsibility.

8. People on this job often think of quitting. .

9. Most people on this job feal bad or unhappy when they find that they have
performed the work poorly.

10, Most people on_ this job have trouble figuring out whether they are doing

a good or a bad job.




SECTION SIX  ggsT CCPY AVAILABLE

Listed Lelow are a number of characteristics which(gould be present on any
job. People differ about how much they'%ould like to have each one present
in their own johs. We 'are intereated in learning how much you personally
would like to have cach one present in your job.

Using the scale below, please indicate the degree to which you would 1ike
to hava.each characteristic present in vour job.

3 2

NOTE: The numbers on ‘this scale are different from those used in previous

scales,
y ' , y BN
4 5 6 - 7 8 9 10
Would like ’ ~Would itke S Would like
‘having this only ‘ Lavino thia~ / ' having this
a moderate amount very much extremely much -

(or less)

[\

1. High respect and fair trestment frow my supervisor.

2. Stirulating end challenging work,

3..bhances ‘to exercise 1nueperdent thought and action in my job.

~

-

4, Great job gsecurity.
5. Very frienhly co-workers,

6, Opportunities to learn new things. from my work.
7. High salary and good fringg Benefité;

8. Qprortunities to be creagive»and ineginative in my wbrk.

9. Quick promotibna; N |

10, Opportunitiea:}or ge;sonal growth and development in my job.

1)1, A sense of worthwhiiie.accomplisbment in my work.

o1 ‘




SECTION SEVEN- gref COPY AVAILABLE

Peaple differ in the linds of jobs rhey would most like to hold. The questions
frothis o soctieon give you a chance. to say just what it 18 about a job that is
most Leportant’ to you. ' "
For each question, two different kinds of
Jobs are briefly described., You are to
indicate which of the jobs you personally
would prefer--1if you tad to make a choice
between them, '

In answering each question, zssume that everything elsc about the jobs is
the same. Pay attention only to.the characteriatics actually listed.

Two exawples are given below.

| JOB A ' ' ‘ | JOB B

A job requiring work ' . _ A Job pequiring work
—with-mechanical-equipment . T with other people most

most of the day . C . fof the day .

 J— I ~, A 5 :
Strongly . Slightly Neutral Slightly. Strongly __— :
Prefer A - Prefer A Prefer B Prefar B
g

. If you like working with people and working
with equipment equally welly you would circle
the number 3, as has been done in the example.

¢

J * * * : ‘ S

Here 4s another Example. This one esks for a harder choice--between two
Jobs which both have some undesirable features.

Lo~
H -

JoB A ‘ : JOB B

A job requiriug you to | | A job 'located 200 miles
expose yourself to con- ‘ from your home and family.

siderable physical danger.

) ey S @. ________________ Frmmn i s i fy i e e e §
Strongly Slightly Nautral " Slighyly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A ' Prefer B " Prefer B

If yoeu wotld slightly prefer risking physical o
danger tn working far.from vour bhome, you would . “
circle number Z, as has teen done in the exanple,

Flease ask for aswistence if you do not understand exactly how to do these

questions.

- .. 95




JOB A
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1. A job where ‘the pay is A job:where there'is:
‘very good. considerable-opportunity
to be creaiive and
innovative.
I e K b fomm e
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
2. A job where you are often A job with many pleasant
required to mcke impor- people to work with, -
tant decisions,
L 4
lommm e o 2 R i R —
Strongly Slightly Meutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
3. A job ‘in which greater A job in which greater z
: responsibility is * .responsibility is given
given to those who do ¢ to loyal employees who
the best work. l have the most seniority. <
R T ¢ M fymmmmm e VA
Strongly Slightly ‘Neutral Slightly /’ Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
N .
4, A job 1in an organization A job in which you are
v -which is' in financial trouble:--- not allowed to have any
and might have to close down say whatever in how your
. within the year, ] work 1is scheduled, or’in
T T T the procedures to be used B
' - in carrying it out.
lommmm e e Do e e fommem e m e nees 5
Strongly . Slighfly Neutral ° -Slightly Strongly
Prefer A ~ Prefer A _ .Prefer B Prefer B
. o . . ! " v
"5, A very routine ‘job. /“ A job where your co-
_workers are not very
friendly.
e E L L LT 2o e Y e L e E e E L L 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
6. A job with a supervisor who 1is A job which prevents you
often very critical of you and from using a number of
your work in front of other skills that you worked
people. , hard to develop.
) R ettt R e Tt T Jrmmmm e L e e D 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A N Prefer B Prefer B
" ' I } R 5 ()‘ A‘_JJ
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o ~/
JOB A - R JOB B
7. A job with a supecr- . A job which provides
visor who respects you ‘ .~ constant opportunities
and treats you fairly. : . for you to learn new
’ ' and interesting things.
1o Y T T epa—— T R et 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral - Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
8. A job where there is a A job with very little
real chance you could be chance to .do challenging
laid off. S work. '
) 2 e e K R ~—e==5 .
Strongly Slightly . Meutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A ~ Prefer A : Prefer B Prefer B
9. A job iu which there is a . A job which prnvides
real chance for you to develop lots of vacation tine
new skills and advance in the and an excellent fringe
e st b —___..._ﬁrga.nizat i.on b bt e et bt o b O U, ‘: R “...,..,._......-,.._..‘b..e,ﬁéf.i._f .._p.ﬁckég.eu.'
) atalal PR Y e — i . fommmmm e 5 ‘
Strongly Slightly Neutral © Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
10. A job with little freedom - | . A job where the working
and, independence to do ' conditions are poor.
your work in the way you
think best. <
lemmemcc e A ittt R et T R et e L 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly.
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B - Prefer B |
11. A job with very : . A job which allows you
satisfying team-work, ’ ' to use your skills and
abilities to the fullest
extent.
lemm e 2o e el EEL LR P L et 5
Strongly Slipghtly Jeutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A - Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
12. A job which offers " A job which requires you |
little or no challenge. to be completely 1solated
v from co~workers.
R P et 3 e o e 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B ‘““mPrefer B




SECTION EIGHT

Biographical Cackground

1. Sex: Male Female -

2. Age (check one):

under 20 ____40-49
20~29 _50-59

+0-39 60 or over

3. Education (check gne):
Grade Schonl

Some liigh School

_High School Degree

Some Businesg,College or Technical School Experience

Some College Lxperience (other than business or technical school)

_____Business College or Technical School Degree
i College Degree
Some Graduate “Jork

_____Master's or higher denree

4. Vhat is your brief job title?
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SCORING KEY FOR THE JOB DIAGMNOSTIC SURVEY

The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) measures several characteristics of
jobs, the reactions of the respondents to their jobs, and the growth need
strencth of the respondents. Fach variable measured by the JDS is listed
below, along with (a) a one or two sentence description of the variable, and

(b) a list of the questionnaire items which are averaged to yield a summary
score for the variable. '

The JDS is based on a questionnaire originally compiled by Hackman &
Lawler (Employee Reactions to Job Characteristics, Journal of Applied
Psychology Monograph, 1971, 55(3), 259-286). A complete description of the:
JDS is provided by Hackman & Oldham (The Job Diasnostic Survey: An Instru-
ment for Diagnosing the Motivational Potential of Jobs, Technical Report
Mo. 4, Department of Administrative Sciences, Yale University, 1974). The
theory on which the JDS 1is based is described by Hackman & Oldham (Motiva-
tion Through the Desien of 'lork: Test of a Theory, Technical Report No. 6,
Department of Administrative Sciences, Yale University, 1974).

——————-FoE-further—information-about-the-instrument—and-its-uses; contact:

Prof. J. Richard llackman - or Prof. Greg R. Oldham
56 Hillhouse Avenue Department of Business Administration
Yale University : University of Illinois
Mew Haven, Ct. 06520 Urbana, Il1. 61801
N . * * *

1. JOB DIMENSIONS: Objective characteristics of the job itself.‘

A. Skill Variety: The degree to which a job requires a variety of differ-
ent activities in carrying out the work, which involve the use of a number
of different skills and talents of the employee.

Average the following items:

Section One #4
Section Two {1

#5 (reversed scoring--i.e., subtract the number
entered by the respondent from 8)

B. Task Identity: The degree to which the job requires the completion
of a "whole' and identifiable plece of work--i.e., doing a job from
beginning to end with a visible cutcome.

Average the following items:
Section One {3

Section Two #11 '
#3  (reversed scoring)

60




C. Task Significance; The decree to which the job has a substantial
impact on the lives or work of other people--vhether in the immediate .organ-
ization or in the external environment.

. ¥
Average the followingz items:

Section One: {#5
Section Two: {3
#14 (reversed scoring)

D. Autonomy' The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom,
Independence, and discretion to the employee in scheduling his work and in
determinin~ the procedures to be used in cihrying it out.

Average the follovine items-
Section One: #2

Section Two: {13
#9 (reversed scorine)

E+ -Feedback from-the Job Itself: The degree to which-carrying-out-the—————-
vork activities required by the job results in the employee obtaining
information about the effectiveness of his or her performance.

Average the following items:

Section One: {7
Section Two: {#4
#12 (reversed scoring)

F. Feedback from Agents: The degree to which the employee receives N
information about his or her performance effectiveness from supervisors or
from co-wo. cers. (This construct is not a job characteristic per se, and
i1s included only to provide information supplementary to construct (C)
above.)

Average the feollowing items- |

Section One- #6
Section Two. #10
#7  (reversed scoring)

G. Deéling with Others: The degree to which the job requires the
employee to work closely with other people (whether other organization
members or organizational "clients''),

Average the followins items:
Section One: {#1

Section Two: {2 .
#6 (reversed scoring) ‘-

61
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IT. EXPERILMCED PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES: The psychological impact of the job
on the employees. These three psychological states are viewed as mediating
between objective job characteristics (listed above) and the affective -
(e.g., satisfaction, motivation) and behavioral (e.g., performance quality,
absenteeism) responses of employees to their work. Each of the three con-
structs are measured both directly (Section Three) and 1ndirectly, via
projective-~type items (Section Five)

A, Experienced Meaningfulness of the 'lork: The degree to which the
employee experiences his or her job as one which is generally meaningful,
valuable,; and worthwhile. '

Average the following items:

Section Three: #7

#4 (reversed scoring)
Section Five: {6 .
: #3 (reversed scoring)

B. Fxgerienced Responsibility for the 'lork: The degree to which the

@ ip Loy e~ f @18 -aCCOUNtab e and- responsible-for-the results—of--the-work: he-
or she does.

Averagse the folloving items:

Section Three: #8, #12, {#15
#1 (reversed scoring)
. Section Five: #4, #7

C. Knowledpge of Results: The degree to which the employee knows and
—— —— understands, on a continuous basis, how effectively-he orrqhe is performing -
his job.

Average the following items:

Section Three: #5

#11 (reversed scoring)
Section Five: {5

#10 (reversed scoring)

III. AFFECTIVE RESPONSES TO THE JOB: The private, affective reactions or
feelings an employee gets from wvorliing on his job. The first two constructs
(general satisfaction and interral work motivation) are measured both
directly (Section Three) and indirectly (Section Five). '

A. General Satisfaction: An overall measure of the degree to which the
employee is satistied and happy in his or her work. (This measure has been
shovm to predict both turnover and absenteeism--i.e., the lower the satis-
faction, the more the turnover and absenteeism). .

Average the following items-

Section Three: #3, {13

#9 (reversed scoring)
Section Five: {2

##8 (reversed scoring)
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P. Internal !'ork Motivation- The degree to which the employee is self-
motivated to perform effectively on the job. This measure previously has
been shown to relate directly to the quality of the employee's work.

Average the following items:

Section Three: #2, #6, #10
#14 (reverse scoring)
Section Five: {#1, #9

C. Snecific Satisfactions: These short scales tap several specific
aspects of the employee's job satisfaction. They all relate positively to
the general satisfaction measure (Construct A above), but the specific '
satisfaction with "qrowth" (Scale 5, below) relates most strongly to the
characteristics of -jobs themselves.

Cl. "Pay" satisfaction. Averare items #2 and #9 of Section Four.

C2. "Security" satisfaction. Average items #1 and #11 of Section
Four.

C3. "Social' satisfaction. Average items #4, #7, and #12 of Section
Four. ' .

C4. "Supervisory" satisfaction. Average items #5, #8, and #14 of
Section Four. ' v

C5. "Growth' satisfaction. Average items #3, #6, #10, and #13 of
Section Four.

1V. INDIVIDUAL GROWTH NEFD STRENGTI: These scales tap an individual differ-
ence among employees--namely, the degree to which each employee has a
strong vs. weak‘desire to obtain "growth" satisfactions from his or her
work. Individuals high on this measure have been shown to respond posi-
tively (i.e., with hich satisfaction and internal work motivation) to
complex, challenginy, and “enriched" jobs; individuals low on this measure
tend not to find such jobs satisfyinn or motivating. The questionnaire
yields two separate measures of growth need strength, one from Section Six
and one from Section Seven.

"Jould Like" Format (Section Six)
"Averare the six items from Section Six listed below. 3Jefore
averaring, subtract 3 from each item score; this will result in a
surmary scale ranting from one to seven. The items are:
#2, #3, #6, #8, #10, #11

"Job Choice” Format (Section Seven)
Each item in Section Seven yields a number from 1-5 (i.e., "Strongly
prefer A" is scored 1 "Neutral" is scored 3: and "Strongly prefer '
B" is scored 5. Compute the need strength measure by averaging the
twelve items as follows .
#1, #5, #7, #10, #11, #12 (direct scoring)
#2, #3, 4, f6, #8, #9 (reversed scoring)

643
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V. MOTIVATIMG POTEMTIAL SCORE: A score reflecting the potential of a job
for eliciting positive internal work motivation on the part of employees
(especially those with high desire for pgrowth need satisfactions) 1is given

below.
totivating _ i Skill Task Task T e i Lﬁj-Feedbac
Potential =1 X ' Autonomy X
i Variety = Identity = Sipnificance , - + from th
Score (MPS) ! — b l Job
3 :

[

- . -~

!

|
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JOB DYAGNOSTIC SURVEY:

SHORT FORM

This questionnaire was developed as part of a Yale

. University study of jobs and how people react to them,
The questionnaire helps to determine how jobs can be
better designed, by obtaining information about how
people react to different kinds of johs,

)\,

: , ‘
m‘mwn;wmﬁn“the.follnwing.pageswyou~déll~f%adwaeveral<different-kinds'of*questtonﬁ
about your job., Specific instructions are given at the start of each
section. Please read them carefully. It should take no more than 10
minutes to complete the entire questionnaire. Please move through it
- quickly.
.

The quesrions are designed to obtain your perceptions
of your 3ob and your reactiong to it. N

S -.Thére ars ne "trick' questions. Your Individual aiswers will be kept
completely confidential. Please answer each:item as honestly and frankly
as possible,

Thank you for your cooperation.

m——— - T et e b 4 e v — —— - ————- r——

For more informaticn about this questiounaire and its use, please contact:

2 .

Prof. J. Pichard Nackman OR Prof. Greg R, Oldham
Depariment of Administrative Sclences Department of Business Administration
Yaie Unlverafey tUniversity of Illiinnin

New llaven, Coonectiecut 06520 Urbana, Illinois 61801
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SECTION TWO

Listed bHelow ere a8 nuwbar of statements which coylu be n3ed to describe a job., «].

- h
You are to indicate whether each statement is an
accurate or an inaccurate description of your job.
" Once again, please try to be as objective as you can in deciding
how accurately 2ach statement deascribes yeur job--regardless of
waeither you like or dislike your job.

Write a number in the hlank besiae each statement, based on the followLng scale:

How accuras? 1s the statement in describing your job?

1 2 3 4 5 "6 7
Very Mostly’ Slightly  Uncertain 351lightly Mostly Very : ?
Inaccurate® Inaccurate Tnaccurate Accurate Accumate  Accurate

1. The job requires me to use:a nurber of complex or high-level skills.
’ ) V"
2. The ied requires a 1t cf cooperative work with other people.
' )

3

3. The jobv is arranged so that I do not. have the chance to do an entire piece
of work from beginning tc end.

., ' -\
4. Jyzt doing the work required by the job provides mdgy chances for me to
" figure out how welkl I am doing. ) "

5.  The job isuqdite simple and reperitive.

' 6. The job can be done adequately by a person working alone--without talking
or checklng with o\her peonle.

7. The supervicors and co-workers on. this job almoat nevear give me any ''feedback"
about how well I am doing t//ny work.

8. This Job 1is one whare a lot of ather people can be affected by how well the
work gets done. - -

9. The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in
carrving out the work.

10. Supervisors often lec me know how well they think I am performing the job
11, The job provides mo the chance to complefely fluish the pleces of work I Login,

12, The 4cb dtseif provides very few clues about wnother or not I am perforaning
well, ¢

13, The fab pives mnocenntderstle oopoctunlty for Independence and freedom in
Low T do the wowr,

14, The “ob Atgell Is not very gignificant or imporiaut in the hroader schemsz,
o, things
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SFCTION THRFE

B e e T N e ® - w memmemme - — ——— "‘""1

tow please indicate how you personslly feel ahout your job.
JRUASREY it e S S e aforsl g o

Bach of rhe statements below is something that a person might say about
his or her ioh, Vou are to indicate your own, personal feelings about your
~job by marking how much you agree with each of the statements.

v = = et e s e ——— o>

W.fte a number in the blank for each statement, bhased on this gcale:

How much do you agree with the statement?

1 2 3 4 5 6

7
Disagree Disagree D‘sagree Neutral Agce2 Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly .+ Strongly

' .

1. My opinion of myaelf goes up when I do this job we’i.

2. Generally speaking, T am very satisfied with this job.

3. I feel a grea. sense of personal eatisfaction_when I do this jpb well,
4. I frequently think of quitting this job.

5. 1 feel bad and'unhappy when I discover that I have performed poorly on
this job. .

6. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.

7. My own feeliﬁgq gcenerally are not affected much one way or the other by
how well I de on this job. ¢

5
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below.

AT )

statemea;: .

wens

_VH.\~

B s e

Now pleage indicate how satisfied you are with each aspect of your Job listed
write che approvaate wumber in the blank beside each

1. The

2. Tthe

3. The

8. The

G. The

The

How %uLls‘(ﬂu are

amount

AMSUnLt

fealing of worthwhile

chance
amount
degree

amount

i 3eLure

harce

aaclst

3

ied
Lis

oY

of pay and

o1 werscrnal gr

T tAlk <o

of respect and

to get

of support and

toc which T
')A: 'J‘.l
thingy

to help

and

to know

V .-

-

Siighrly
natlsfied

job security i

am falily peid

dependent thought o

v with this asp

ect of your job?

[
neutral

flave,

fringe banefits 1

work with on ny J

amount of challenge in my iob,

for

reg

what 1

5
Slightly
Satigtied

elve.

other peopie while on. the Job.

ather peeople while at work.

-

6
Satisgfied

owth and development 1 get in dofug my jbb.

fair treatment 1 zeceive from my boss.

acconplistmeny I get from doing my job.

guidance I racelve from my super?isor.
contribute to this organiz
nd action I can exercise in my job.

inok for me in the futurs in this organization.

overall fuality of the supervision I receive in my work,

71

9

Lxtremely
Satistied

ion

<
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SECVION FIVE

H

Listed oelow ave g number of characteristics which could he present on any
joh. Poople differ about how much they would like to have each one present
iu thedr swn jclv, Wa are interested in learning how much you personrlly

wourd like to have oach one present in your job. '

Uaing the ecele below, plesse indicate the degree to which you would i.«e -
to have each cheranterigtic present in your job,

e

I,

' NOTEZ: The numbers on this scale are different from those used in ptevioiil :

3uales,
4 b ¢ 7 8 ¢ . 10
Would like ) T Wouid like . - Would 1like
having this only ) heviag this having this
a wodarate amouat . wery much extrenely much
(or lees) ' :

>

1. High reepect aud fair treatment from my supervisox,
2. Stimulating aod challenging work.
. /\\ '
3.  Chances to asxercise inderindwgt thooght and action in my eb,
4. Creat’ job secariny’
5. Very friendly co-wcrkars.
S. Opportunities_té iesrp oew things from my work.
7. Hizh malary end good fringe bensfite,
8. Opportunities to be creative and imezivative iA ny work.

9. Guick promotiona. ‘

10. Opportunitice for persunal growth ard daveiopment in my job.

11. A sewvne of worchwhile accomplishment in my work.
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SCORING KEY FOR THE SHORT FORM OF THE JOB DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY

The Short Form of the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) measures several
characteristics of jobs, the recactions of the respondents to their jobs,
and the arouth need strength of the respondents. Some of the-scales
tapped by the JDS are not included in the Short Form: others are measured
vith fewer items. The scales measuring the objective job dimensions are,
however . identical with those in the JDS.

Each variable measured by the JDS Short Form is listed below, alone
vith (aA) a one or two sentence description of the variable, and (b) a list

of tic questionnaire items which are averaged to yield a summary score
for the variable.

For further information about the instrument and its uses, contact:

Prof. J. Nichard llackman or Prof. Creg R. Oldhan

56 1illhouse Avenue Department of Business Administration
Yale University University of Illinois :
I'ew Haven Ct. 06520 Urbana, 111, 61801

* ok %

I. JOD DIMENSIOIS: Objective characteristics of the job itself.

A. Skill variety: The degree to which a job requires‘a variety of diff-
erent activities in carrying out the work, which involve the use of a
number of different skills and talents of the employee.

Average the following items:

‘Section One f{#4
Section Two {1
!5 (reversed scoring--i.e., subttract the number
entered by the respondent from 8)

B. Task Identity: The depree to which the job requires the completion
of a "whole'' and identifiable piece of work--i.e., doing a job from be-
eginning to end with a visible outcome.

Average the following items:

Section One {3
Section Two #11
#3 (reversed scoring)

C. Task Significance: The degree to which the job has a substantial
impact on the lives or work of other people--whether in the immediate
orcanization or in the external environment.

Averace tbn followinn items: !

Section One #5 /
Section Tvo {8
#14 (reversed scoring)

b=

‘ 4
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D. Autonomy:. The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom,
independence, and discretion to the employee in schedulin~ his work and
in determining tlie procedures to be used in carrying it out.

Average the following items:

Section Onc {2

Section Two #13 BEST COPY A\”\“-ABLE

#9 (reversed scoring)

E. Feedbacl: from the Job Itself: The degree to which carryin; out the
worl. activities required by the job results in the employee obtaining
information about the effectiveness of his or her performance.

Average the following items:*

Section (me £/ .
Secticn Tuo #4 3
#12 (reversed scoring)

F. Feedback from Agents: (rhe degree to which the enployee receives
information about his or her performance effectiveness from supervisors
‘or from co-workers. (This construct is not a job characteristic per.se,
and is included only to provide information supplementqary to construct
(E) above.) :

Average the followin; items:

Section One {6
Section Two {10
#7 (reversed scorinn)

L Dealing with Others: The degree to which the job requires the
employee to work closely with other people (whether other organization
members or organizational 'clients").

Average the followving items:

Section Oue {1
Section Two #2
#6 (reversed scoring)

1I. AFFECTIVS RUSPONSTS TO TYE JOB: The priviate, affective reactions or
feelinms an employee pets from working on his job.

A. General Satisfaction: An overall measure of the decree to which the
employee is satisfied and happy in his or her work.

Average the following items frqﬁ'Section Three 2
N 6 ‘
4 - ii4 (reversed scoring)
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3

B. Internal Vork Motivation: The degree to which the employee is self~

P — g e e

motivated ta perform ettectively on the job,

Average the feollowing items from Seetion Three: #l
’ ‘ #3
#5
#7 (reversed acoring)
. 4
C. Spec!f1c Satlsfactions: These short scales tap several speciflc
aspects of the employee's job satisfaction.

Cl. "Ray" catisfaction. ' Average items #2 and /9 of Section Four.

C2. "Security" satisfaction. Average iteus #1 and #11 of Section
Four.

€3. "Social" satfsfaction. Average items ff4, #7, and #12 of Section
Four.

C4. "Supervisory" astisfac*ion. Avcrage Aitems #5, 78, and 14 of
Section Four,

C3¢ "Crouth" gatisfaction. Average items #3, 6, #10, and #13 of
Section Four.

ITT. INDIVIDMAL GRCUITI MTED STRENGTH: This scale taps t) e degree to which
an employee has strong vs. wesk desixre to obtain "gruwth” satisfactions
from his or her work.

Averapgc the six items from Section Five listed below. Before
averaging, subtract 3 from each item score; this will result

in a summary scale vanging from one to seven. The items are:
7z, #3, 6, #8, #10, A1 . '

1IV. MOTIVATING POTENTIAL SCORE: A score reflecting the potential of a job
for elictting positive internal work motivation on the part of employces
{especially those with high desire for growth need satisfaction) is given

be 1 8,00 ‘ \
N (o "~ o
Sl « ’ 1) 3 1"", .
Motivating Potential | Skill | Task Task dlY tutonom ifi;gbiﬂr
Score (F8Y ' Variety Identisy Sipnificance’ r Y :Iob~ e
N 5 | 4t L -
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I JOB PATING FORM

Mote: The Job Ratinp Form is scored identically with
Sections One and Two of the JD5 and the JDS Short Form.

ol ¥
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J B CIAGYO0OSTIC SURVEY

¥

JOB RATING FORM

-

I

This quewtionnaire was developed as part of a Yale University study of
jobs and how peonle react to them. The questionnailre helps to determine

how johs can Ye Letter designed, by obtaining information about how people
react to different kinds <f -obg, ’

You are asked to rate the characteristics of the following

Job:

Please keep in mind that the questiona refer to the job listed above, and
not to your own jon,

tn the fcllowing pages, you will find several
Jiffnarent kinds of questions about the 3job
Liated above. Specific instructions are given

at the start of =ach section. Please read

them carefully. It should take you no more than
10 minvtes to complete fhe entire questionnaire.
Please move through it quickly.

— e o

For more information about this questionnaire and its use, please contact:

v rofessor J. Richard Hackman 0
Nevartment of Miministrative Sciences
Vale Umivorsity
New llaven, Ct, (16520

Professor Greg Oidharn
Nepartment of Business Adiniaigtration
University of 1llinois

Urbana, I1l. 6180.




LECLI0N ONEC

This poart of the qLLqrionnaire asks you to describe .
thie joh licted ou the. front page as ohjectir :ly as you
cen, Try to make your descriptions as accurate and as
ohjective as you possibly can.

e e =

A sample question s given balow.

A. To what extent does the job require a person to work with nechanical

equipment? )

. lememme e e —————— Jemme R s fmemmmime e Do e e (Eg;j)——-—f-—--7
Very little; Moderately s Very much
the job S the job
requires almnat requires
no contact with ' almost con-
rechanical equip- - . atant worlk
ment cf any kind. with mecha-

cal- equipme

You are to plrﬂle the number which ia the wost accurate description of
the job listed on the front page.

1f, for example. the 4() rcquires a person to weork with
mechanical equipment a good deal of the time~~butialso
requires some paperwork-~you might circle the number
8ix, as was dene in the example abeve.

’
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1. To what extent Joes the job require a person to work closely with other

Very little;
dealding with
other people is
not at all
nceeesary in
doing the Jjob.

2. How muc!: autonomy 1s there in the job?

- b e —

Moderately;
gome dealing
with others is

necessary.

That is, tc what extent does the job

people (efther “client,” or people in related jogg'in-fﬁé organization)?

"Very much; deal~

ing with other
people 1s an
absolutely essential
and cruclal part

cf doing the job.

permit a persna to decide on his or her own how to go about doing the work?

lommcm e -
Very little; the
jeb gives a pereoun
almo=t no parscnal
"say' about how
and when the work
is done.,

n

.autonory: many

things are stan-
dardized and not
under the control

of the person, but
he or she can make
some decisions about
the work.

f" “

----- e
Maderate Very much; the

job gives the person
almost complete
responsibility for
deciding how and
when the work is
done,

3. To what extent does the job involve duing a ''whole' and identifiable plece of
work? That is, is the job a cownlete piece of work thet has an obvious

beginring and cnd?

Tha job 18 cnly a
tiay part of the
cverall piece ot
werk; the reeults
cf rhe peraon's
activities canuot
be seen in the
final product o
service,

The lob ‘s a
mocderate-sized
"chunk' of the
nverall piece of
work; the pers
own contribution can
be gecn 1n the final
outcome.

Or is it only a small pact of thc overall piece of work,
which {s finishad by other people or by automatic machines?

Tne job lnvolves
daing the whole
plece of work, from
start to finish; the

~results of the perso:

activities are casi];
seen in the final
product or service,

b, Nee mucii variety te there In the joh”  That ig, to what extent dacs hhe

Job veguire a

his or her skilis 2ud talents?

- v 2
Very tittle: th-
jeb requires thin
prrson to do the aam
routina thio; o7
and over avuusn

paderat

vATLeLYy

${)

corsen o o many diffcrent things at work, using a varlety of

’ . ~
B R L e R R et ndesln Bl § el Tttt

Very mech: che job
requires tue porson
to da many AiZfrrert
thinpe, using o numb
of d4fferent skllis
and talonte,




0
> "
.
. -

5. In general, how - "if161nL or important is the job? That is, are the res:lts

of tiw perada's work iiwely to ¢igni£icqnt1y affect the lives ov well-beiny of

other o nje® M
G, PPN, TSNy USRI, SNUIPREE S PR B L
Not at all sfvai irant, Mudorately Highly s ynificanr'
the outcoes v the signiflcant. “the outcomes c¢f the
work are not likely to “ wvork can affect
affect anycne .in ary . ¢ ther poople ia
important way. N . very important ways.
| )
6. To what extert de movircrs or co-workers let the person know how well he ov qlic
{8 doiny on W jont g v
l---——-~—---~~ 2-— ~~~~~~ -.—-:\——-—--.-m.-.--!‘..-—.... —_-.&-m5-—-.—-—n-~-—-——6—-———-~—-~‘¢——7

Very little: penp'o
almost never l:ot the

: Vzry rmuch; managers
r{mog poople _ or co~-workers providc
vy give the ner- the person with

person know hoiv well vogl
‘he or she is doin gom 'feedbadk'™: almost constant
(\~f/’ - otuer times thc; “"faedhack'' about how
net. well he or she is

C’ . doing. *

.
7. To what extent Joes doi-e tha Job thuci? provide tha rogson with information '
about h’s or hwl work W periormance? iial 13, does the astual work itself
envide clues a-out bow well the person 18 doing--eside from any "feedback"
co-workers o¥ supervisars may nrovide? .
y DS TV, STy SRR, SRR LR S SRR
Very 1lctle: the o saderatel vy YVery mugity the job
4ch dtself is 50t , gonotines dolng is set yp so that a
up 50 a perscn cauld the dch pravsdes nerson gets almost
work forever wirnout “focdtack” to tae - : constant "fecdhack’
finding out bow well nersur, sooed lnes - ar he or she vorks
he oy she 38 “of.n, - it does ﬁn:. abont hew wwall he or
o ' . .th is dcjngi '
;
(A
t

\
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List2¢ below are a number of stauvemears which, could be used to describe a job.
Yeu ave tc indicate whether each ctatement §s an
accurate or an inaccurate.description cf the-job

saed o on the Lront patc.

Uite azains please try tp be as objective as you cgn in decidipﬁw_
howr acrurﬂtcly each statémient describes.the jeb--re ardless of your
own feelings about that jJob, o
o ' : : |
/ -

Write a nuweer in txnﬁbi ank beside each statement, based on the following

scale:
’ *
Yiaw acchtate 15 tho gratemoant in Ges ¢ibing the job listed on
the frent nane
1 , £ 3 - A 5 . f 7
Very Hoatly Sliphtly  Uncertain Slightly Mostly: Very
naiccurate’ Inaccurate Inaccurate . Accurate  Accurate Accurate.¢
1. The job requires' a person to use a nurher of complex s sophisticated skills. s/

x -

2. The 4ob requires a lot of cooperative wovk with other people,

3. The job {s arrangaed 30 that a pecson does not have the chance to do an entire
plece of work frewm beginning to end. '

4, Just do"ng th~ vork requirad by the icb p*ov*dcs many chances for a person to

figure o1t how well he or sne 1s doing. .
N a v *
5. The Jou is suite simple and repe citive. . '
. . ) N
6. The job cen Le done ddequately by a person workifg alone-~without talking or
checking with other people. _ . E \
7 ' N

7. The supervisors arnd co-workers on tias jed aimost never give a person any
"faednick” about how well he or sie 1o doing thé work. '
n : - i
8, Thi~ ' in ¢uc wheva a lot of ather peenie can be affected by how well the 7.
work necs dore. ‘ ) .
g, Tho i+ 4 denfes a porenn auy chadne (o uee hiig er her personal initiative or
discretion in cavrying cat the work. S

N

fran iejbthe nerson kpow how well thev think he or she iy

L

10, Supervisors ¢

vorfoyming the cohb, . )
nreviiles 4 persen witn he chente to Mindan comvdetely any work he or
s 2

12, Thae fah Atse § omoeddes vory fow clucs about whothar or nat the person is

- . . R

Ay Tl o e ey ter vies Dle oorporeunity fov Independence aad
frocadv Lu bhow hoe o oz aees toon owoni.

_Ja, Iﬂu)jo ireall {2 vat wery sfquﬂ‘ﬁq@qt or important Jn tha broadaer scliona
~ L h .‘U




What {8 cove uoen?

What {s your own ‘'ob title?

What §s vour arne?  (Check one) a
L 3
under 20 47 - 49
c0o- 29 S = 1S
30 - 49 63 o uver

low long bave you heen b your ghdoset nrosition?  (Check one)

0 - L/2 yr. 3 - v, C .

M. Lyrs 5w 10 s,
A= 2yrs, ___iJ ov more yus,
° L] ’
)
b
4
: SECTICN TU A

[V S e R b

Tn the g~ace below {ovr on the hack ‘of the page). pleisx vrine down any

additioral inlormation about the ich you supervise whicht you feel might be
helpful to us in undecgtanding thet job. Thank you for your ccoperation,
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Van!'aanen & Vatz (1974) administered scctions of the JPS to a large
sauple of public employees, and mean scores for the JbS scales they used
acre shown in Table FP-1,

The sample included four covernmental organizations {two cities, one
county, and one state), ithin cach povernmental entity, & stratified
random sample of public ermployees was determined. Nf the total sample of
3570 employees, 38 percent participated. The stratiiication was based on

ei~ht Pqual "mployment Opportunity Commission (ELOC) job categories:

1. gdmin{stratbrs: Nccupations in thich employees set broad policies and
exercise or direct overall respousibility for execution pf these policies.
Includes: department neads, bureau chiefs, division chiefs, directors,
vardeus, inspectors, superintendents, police and fire chiefs, unit super-
visors, and 'indred worlers. ' '

2. Professionals: Occupations which require specialized and theoretical

knowledre usually acquired through college training or through work exper:
ience. Includes: doctors, psychologists, registered nurses, personnel and
labor relations workers, lawyers, system analysts, accountants, engineers,

teachers, employment and vocational rehabilitation counselors, and kindred
workers. -

3. Technicians: Occupations which require a combination of basic scien-
tific or technical knowledre and manual skill whiclh can be obtained
through specialized post-secondavy school education or through equivalent
on-the-job training. Includes' computer prosrammers and operators,
draftsmen, surveyors, photographers, radio operators, assessors, techni-
cians, practical nurses, and kindred workers. . '

4. Protective Service* Occupatfons in which workers are entrusted with
public safety, security, and protection from destructive forces. Includes:
police officers, fire fiputers, guards, bailiffs, detectives, marshals,

and kindred worlers. ' )

5. Paraprofessionals' Occupations in which workers perform some of the
duties of a professional or technician in a supportive role - usually
requiring less forral trainine. Includes: library assistants. research
assistants medical aides, child support workers, welfare service aides,
police auxiliary, and '"indred worlers. '

0
6. nffice and Clerical: Occupations in which workers are responsible for
communications, recording and retrieval of information, and other paper
vorl: required in an office. Includes® bookliecpers, messengers, stenog-
raphers, clerks transcriters, office machiane operators, license dis~
tributors, and lindred workers. -

7. skilled Craft Occupations in which workers perform jobs which require
special manwal skill and a knowledne of the processes involved in the

worl - acquired tbrouch on-the-job tridining and experience or throuch
oprrenticeship or other' fornal trainin~ procrars, Tncludes: mechanics,
repairmen, electriclians, carpenters, heavy equiprent operators, skilled

machinists, typesetters, and kindred workers.,




3. Service and Malntenaree Occupations in vhich workers perform duties
vhich result fn or contribute to the comfort, convenlence, hypilene, or .
safety of the general public or which contribute to the upkeep and carce of
tuildinps, facilitie:, or prounlds of public property. inclules: chauffeurs,
truck and‘hus-drivers, refuse collectors, custodial personnel, gardeners,
aroundkeepers, constructlon workers, parapge laborers, laundry and dry
leaning operatives, and kindred workers,

JUABLE
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